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Claim rejection 35 USC S 112 
Examiner has rejected claims 2 to 6 uiider 
for rejections to ciaim 2, claim 4 (which 
claim 4. The amended claims 
relation to claims 2, 4, 5 and 9, 



REWARKS 



and 



35 Use §112 
applicants presume 
accompanying this response 



in relation to claim 5. the term "the ATM 
ATM cell" and ah ATM network carrying 
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I 



has then provided reasonijng 
should be daim 5), claim 9 
address the matters raised 



andi 



cell boundary" has 
lATIVI cells has been 



been 



replaced by rthe start of 
properly introduced in claim 4 



In relation to the rejection to the use of f AALO" In claim 4 ami the Examiner's assertion tHiat^ 
this does not exist according to ATM standards, applicants can assure thelExaminer tliat 
AALO does exist and relates to using th^ full 48 bytes of the ATM payload to carry data. T^us 
is explained in the specification at paqle 6, lines 20 to 22 and, in further fejupport of tKs/ 
applicants submit the first two pages of an online protocol dirictory which provides the sariie* 



definition 



of 



AALO. 



This 



http://www.protocols.com/Dbook/atmsar,rTtm 



material 



be 



>Wewed 



I 



Inl 



an 



ati 



Applicants have also taken the opportLlpity to bring the use of "virtual circulf and 'Virtqal ' 
channel" in the claims (claims 1. 6, 9, 11) into confonnance wi ;h the descriptfori. 



Claim rejections - 35 USC S 102 
Claims 1, 4 to 7 and 1 1 are rejected undir 35 USC § 102(e) ai being anticipated by Won. 
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This rejection is respectfully traversed irj view of the cancella[tlon of daim 1. It is noted tl 
claims 4 to 7 are dependent upon a separate independem 



simllarty daim 1 1 Is dependent upon a 
show the features, inter alia, of genorati 
mapping pointers Into asynchronous cell^ for transport a head 



separate (ndependeht 
ig pointers identifyi 



those claims dependent upon claims 2 
anticipated by or obvious over Won. 

Claim rejections 35 U5C S 103 

Claims 2 to 3 and 8 to 10 stand rejected 

and Invin, 



claim 2 (and noi claim 1) 



and 9 (i.e. claims 3 
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anu ' 



Applrcanta agree with the Examiner's reasoning In relation ro the features not shown by 



claim 9. As Won does 
phase of the Tpwi traflflQ 



nbt 



arjid 



of traffic cells, claims 2, 9 arid 
to 8 and 10 to; 15) are NOT 



jnder 35 USC § 103(a) as being obvious over W6n 



Won. However, applicants do not agre^ with the Examiner's 
Inwin teaches thd features missing from Won. 



Referring to figure 5 of Invin, cells are reiceived 416 and buff ered 460 and th^ contents df 



cells are stored in a DSO time slot intercr^ge function (TSIC) 
125 microsecond frame of InfonDation. 6afa Is read from the 



cells for onwand transport. It should be ipoted that, in Inwln. traffic Is already tarried in the 
form of cells, albeit cells which are transported using an underlying SONET ffame format 
Inwin does not address the problem of coping wfth streams of 



phase from one another (due to network 



disclose the feature of mapping pointers 
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reasoning In reflation to how 



420 which stords a complete 
TSIC 420 and packaged into 



DM traffic whIcK are offset in 



iming differences) and thus does not! disclose the! 
step of generating pointers identifying tf|ie phase of the TDM traffic. Irwin jalso falls to 



at' 



nto one or more seriarate asynchronous cells for 



Bes 



Available Copy 



*JUN. 27. 2a03 5:07PM 



transport ahead of the trafTIc ceJIs. Applicants note the Examiner'e cornments in sectron 6 of 
the action (page 4, final 2 lines to page 5, iine 2) anci ih 
(column 3, lines 31 to 34) but do not 



understand how this 



shows the feature of mapp' 
pointers into one or more separate asyrichrohous cells for transport ahead of trafHc cells 



1 wrtti 



tn summary, since Irwin fails to teach 
skill tn the art were to combine Won 
the limitations set forth in claim 2. T 
reasons, the subject matter of apparatus 



arrive at a method having a! 



of 



features missing fr6m Won, even if one of ordinary 
Inwin, he would not 
lua, claim 2 must b 
claim 9 is noh-obviobs. 



Dependent claims 3 to 6 and 10 to 15 jare considered to be 
their dependency on claims 2 or 9. 



For the foregoing reasons, applicants 
are in condition for allowance. Early i 



r^pectfully submit that the claims in this application^ 

i 

of a Notice of AHowance is solicited. 



tssuance < 



June 27, 2003 
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passayc Of ii*vvin referreo 



non-obvious. . For the same^ 



patentable at least by virtue 



ng 



of 
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